AGENDA ITEM :[;"

CITY OF LODI
CounciL. COMMUNICATION

AGENDA TITLE: Conduct a Public Hearing to consider:

a) Certification of the Lodi Annexation Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as
adequate CEQA analysis for the Southwest Gateway Project.

b) The Southwest Gateway Project, which includes Annexation, Pre-zoning,
Development Agreement, and an Amendment to the Bicycle Transport-
ation Master Plan to incorporate 305 acres into the City of Lodi to allow
construction of 1,230 dwelling units, 5 neighborhood / community parks,
and a public elementary school, on the west side of Lower Sacramento
Road, south of Kettleman Lane, north of Harney Lane (including 565 and
603 East Harney Lane).

This Includes a City initiated request for the "Other Annexation Areas" (48
acres) for Annexation, General Plan Amendment and Prezoning to avoid
creation of a County island.

MEETING DATE: November 15, 2006

PREPARED BY: Lynette Dias and Charity Wagner, LSA Associates, Inc.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Take action in accordance with the following recommendations:

EIR

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council certify the Lodi Annexations EIR (EIR-
05-01), as adequate CEQA analysis for the SW Gateway project, adopt the Findings and Statement of
Overriding Considerations and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program with specific
modifications to Mitigation Measures (LU-1, LU-2 and TRANS-1).

Project Entitlements
Following the City Council’s action to certify the EIR, Staff recommends that the City Council take the
following actions related to the SW Gateway Project:

SOUTHWEST GATEWAY

1) Approve the request of Tom Doucette, FCB, to adopt a resolution of intent to annex 305 acres
(AX-04-01: 257 project acres and 48 contiguous acres, outside of the project area) and the request
of two property owners on Harney Lane to annex 2 acres of land into the corporate limits of the City
of Lodi.

APPROVED: <=2 )

Blair King, ‘€ity Manager
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2)  Approve the City initiated request for a General Plan Amendment for the “Other Annexation
Areas” to be redesignated from PR (Planned Residential) to MDR (Medium Density Residential).

3)  Approve the request of Tom Doucette, FCB, for a Prezone (04-Z-01) to a Planned Development
(PD) Zone for the entire SW Gateway site, the request of two property owners on Harney Lane for a
Prezone to PD, and a Prezone of Residential Medium Density (R-MD) for the “Other Annexation
Areas.”

4)  Approve the request of Tom Doucette, FCB, for a Development Agreement (05-GM-001), setting
the mutual entitlement obligations entered into between the City and the project applicant for the
SW Gateway project.

5)  Approve the request of Tom Doucette, FCB, for an Amendment to the Bicycle Transportation

Master Plan.
SUMMARY
The following provides a brief overview of the SW Gateway Project.
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The SW Gateway project would annex 257 acres of land from San Joaquin County into the City of Lodi,
which could accommodate development of up to 1,230 residential units, 31 acres of parks and trails, an
elementary school and related infrastructure. To implement the proposed project, the applicant has
submitted applications for annexation, Prezone and growth management unit allocation. The growth
management units will be allocated through the Development Agreement.

An additional 48 acres identified as “Other Areas to be Annexed,” which consists of property that is
adjacent to the SW Gateway project, currently in San Joaquin County and within the City’s Sphere of
Influence is also proposed to be annexed into the City. The City has initiated annexation of these
properties to avoid creation of a County island. There are also two property owners who have filed
Annexation and Prezone applications for their properties on Harney Lane. These properties are
contiguous to the SW Gateway project area and are located at 565 and 603 East Harney Lane. Currently
there are no development plans identified for the “Other Areas to be Annexed” and the Harney Lane
properties.

BACKGROUND

CITY COUNCIL ACTION: The City Council was scheduled to consider the Lodi Annexations EIR and
both FCB projects (SW Gateway and Westside) at their meeting on November 1, 2006. At the meeting, it
was determined that there may be a potential conflict of interest related to the location of the Westside
project and property owned by Councilman Hansen and Mayor Hitchcock. After discussion between the
council, staff, the applicant and the public regarding the option to proceed with the hearing on only the
SW Gateway project and continue the Westside project, both projects were continued to November 15,
2006 to allow City staff to determine the appropriate course of action for the Council’s consideration of
the Lodi Annexation EIR, SW Gateway and Westside projects.
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Project Site Characteristics

The SW Gateway project site is approximately 257 acres and is comprised of 11 parcels. The project site
is entirely within the City’s Sphere of Influence and the City’s General Plan designates the project area as
“PR” Planned Residential. The General Plan anticipated development of the PR designated properties by
2007. The dominant use of the site is agriculture including, field crops, vineyards, and a cherry orchard.
There are also several structures on the site including a cluster of multi-family housing, a single-family
home, and a farm complex (used in association with the orchard) all of which are located off of Lower
Sacramento Road.

The “Other Annexation Areas” consist of 48 acres and are comprised of 12 parcels. There are also two
properties on Harney Lane that are requesting annexation and Prezone as part of this request. This area
is entirely within the City’s Sphere of Influence and the City’s General Plan designates the project area as
“PR” Planned Residential. These parcels are developed with agricultural and residential uses.

Project Description

The SW Gateway project is a master planned residential community that, if approved, could
accommeodate development of up to 1,230 new residential units, 31 acres of parks, trails and open space,
a K-8 elementary school (14.5 acres), and related infrastructure. The proposed SW Gateway land use
plan is intended to guide future development of the project area. Detailed plans for development within
the project area (including proposed setbacks, height, and architectural design of the homes) would be
subject to review by the Planning Commission via a development plan and tentative subdivision maps.

The SW Gateway land use plan designates the project site for development as follows:

177.5 acres of low density, single-family, dwelling units (up to 7 units per acre);

17 acres of medium-density dwelling units (7.1 to 20 units per acre);

14 acres of high-density dwelling units (20.1 to 30 units per acre);

14.5 acres of elementary school;

31 acres of parkland and open space (9 acres of upland park, 17 acres of park/basin, 3.74
acres of trails and 1.37 of general open space area); and

e 3 acres for a mini storage site.

The other annexation areas, consisting of 48 acres, could be developed with medium density land uses
in the future.

CEQA/ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Staff prepared one EIR to evaluate two projects proposed by FCB Homes; the SW Gateway Project and
the Westside Project. On September 16, 2005, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated notifying
responsible agencies and interested parties that an EIR would be prepared and indicating the
environmental topics that were anticipated to be addressed in the EIR. A public scoping session, which
was noticed to all property owners located within 500 feet of the projects, was held by the Planning
Commission on October 12, 2005. Comments received by the City and at the public scoping meeting
were taken into consideration during preparation of the EIR.

The Draft EIR was prepared and made available for public review on April 17, 2006. It was distributed to
State and local agencies, posted at the County, and made available at the City Planning Offices and
Public Library and posted on the City’s website. The Draft EIR was distributed to the Planning
Commissioners (and City Council members) in April 2006. The Notice of Completion (NOC) was
published on April 17, 2006.
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The 45-day public comment period began on April 17, 2006 and closed on May 26, 2006. Written
responses to each comment received were prepared, and the comments and responses were packaged
into a Response to Comments document.

The Draft EiR and the Response to Comment document constitute the Final EIR, and the City Council
must consider the analysis and conclusions in these documents prior to taking action on the SW
Gateway application for Annexation, General Plan Amendment (for Other Annexation Areas only),
Prezone, Development Agreement, Bicycle Master Plan Amendment. The Final EIR was distributed to
the City Council on October 5, 2006.

The Planning Commission considered certification of the Final EIR at meetings on October 11th and
October 25th. The Commission’s review of the document and their recommendations are described
below.

Scope of the EIR

Based on concerns identified in the NOP and comments received during the public scoping meeting, the
following topics were identified for evaluation within the EIR:
« Land Use, Agriculture and Planning Policy

« Traffic and Circulation

« Air Quality

- Noise

o Cultural and Paleontological Resources

« Geology, Soils and Seismicity

« Hydrology and Water Quality

o Biological Resources

« Hazards and Hazardous Materials

« Utilities

« Public Services

« Visual Resources

» Energy

Impacts identified in the Lodi Annexation EIR

Under CEQA, a significant impact on the environment is defined as: a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.

Impacts Mitigated to Less-than-Significant Levels. The Lodi Annexation EIR identified certain potentially
significant effects on land use, air quality, noise, cultural and paleontological resources, geology soils and
seismicity, hydrology and water quality, biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, and
visual resources that could result from the project. However, the City finds that adoption of the mitigation
measures identified in the Draft EIR and incorporated in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Attachment 4)
would reduce these significant or potentially significant effects to less-than-significant levels.
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Significant Unavoidable Impacts. The Draft EIR and Response to Comments document identify several
impacts on land use, transportation circulation and parking, air quality, noise and visual resources that
cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level even though the City finds that all feasible mitigation
measures have been identified and adopted as part of the project. CEQA requires the agency to support,
in writing, the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable when significant impacts are not
avoided or substantially lessened. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits
of the project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, those effects may be considered
acceptable. The City has prepared a Statement of Overriding Considerations (see Attachment 4) that
concludes that notwithstanding the disclosure of the significant unavoidable impacts, there are specific
overriding economic, legal, social, and other reasons for approving this project.

Cumulative Impacts. The Lodi Annexation EIR analyzed development that is likely to occur under the
buildout of the General Plan in addition to specific development projects throughout the City to determine
cumulative impacts of the proposed project. The EIR found that the project would exacerbate
nonattainment of air quality standards within the San Joaquin Valley traffic circulation impact.

EIR Project Alternatives

The EIR considered four alternatives to the proposed project: the No Project/No Build Alternative,
the Agricultural Residential Alternative, the Reduced Density Alternative, and the Increased High
Density Alternative. As required by CEQA, the EIR identified an environmentally superior alternative.
The No Project/No Build alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative in the
strict sense that the environmental impacts associated with its implementation would be the least of
all the seenarios examined (including the proposed project). In cases like this where the No
Project/No Build alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, CEQA requires that the
second most environmentally superior alternative be identified. The Agricultural Residential
alternative would be considered the second most environmentally superior alternative. Under this
alternative, there would be a reduction in potential land use impacts as the majority of the site would
remain in agricultural production. However, this alternative would not meet the project objectives of
providing increased residential opportunities for the City of Lodi, as well as providing parks and
public facilities.

Response to Comments Document

The Response to Comment (RTC) Document provides responses to comments on the Draft EIR and
makes revisions to the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to these comments or to amplify and clarify
material in the Draft EIR. The following nine comment letters where submitted to the City of Lodi during
the public review period:

1 Department of California Highway Patrol May 4, 2006
S.M. Coutts, Captain
2  Department of Conservation, May 26, 2006

Division of Land Resource Protection
Dennis J. O’Bryant, Acting Assistant Director

3  Department of Transportation, May 25, 2006
Tom Dumas, Chief of Office of Intermodal Planning

4  Pacific Gas and Electric Company May 26, 2006
Clifford J. Gleicher

5  Public Utilities Commission April 26, 2006
Kevin Boles, Utilities Engineer

6  San Joaquin County Public Works May 24, 2006
Andrea Vallejo, Assistant Transportation Planner

7  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research May 26, 2006

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Terry Roberts, Director
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8  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District May 4, 2006
Debbie Johnson, Air Quality Specialist
9  Wilson, Robert G. May 23, 2006

Additionally, Staff received five EIR comment letters the week of October 9, 2006. The additional letters
included a supplemental letter from Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Adams Broadwell Joseph and
Cardoza on behalf of Citizens for Open Government, Sierra Club, Campaign for Common Ground, and
the Clements Residents. CEQA does not require written responses to these letters as they were not
submitted during the public comment period; however staff provided responses to these letters for the
Commission’s consideration at their meeting on October 25, 2006 (see Attachment).

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is included as Chapter IV of the Response to
Comments document (Attachment B of the Draft Resolution to Certify the EIR). The MMRP is in
compliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires that the Lead Agency “adopt a
program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the measures
it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” The MMRP lists mitigation
measures recommended in the EIR and identifies mitigation monitoring requirements. The MMRP
identifies the party responsible for carrying out the required actions, the approximate timeframe for the
oversight agency and the party ultimately responsible for ensuring that the mitigation measure is
implemented. Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan effectively makes the mitigations part of the
project.

Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations

The Lodi Annexation EIR stipulates that following the adoption and implementation of the mitigation
measures recommended in the EIR, the proposed project would have significant unavoidable impacts on
the environment.

Section 16090 of the CEQA Guidelines, requires the Lead Agency, prior to approving a project, to certify
that:

e The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA,

« The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the decision-
making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to approving
the project; and

« The Final EIR reflects the lead agency's independent judgment and analysis.

In addition Section 15091 states that no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an
EIR has been certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless
the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, accompanied
by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are:

« Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.

« Such ehanges or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can
and should be adopted by such other agency.

» Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives identified in the final EIR.
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Section 15093 also requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal,
social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks
when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the
adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable” if the jurisdiction states in writing the
specific reasons to support its action based on the Final EIR and/or other information in the record.

Detailed findings to support certification of the Final EIR and adoption of a statement of overriding
considerations are included herein as Attachment A of the Draft Resolution to certify the EIR.

Planning Commission Review/Recommendation. The Planning Commission considered certification
of the Final EIR at meetings on October 11, 2006 and October 25, 2006. Several concerns and questions
regarding the EIR were raised by the Commission and the public at the October 11 Commission meeting
including:

e The recommended mitigation for buffering the adjacent agricultural land is inadequate
(Mitigation Measure LU-1). The Commission suggested that a buffer of 100 feet minimum be
required.

e The Impact and Mitigation Measure LU-2 related to the conversion of agricultural land should
include the 39 acres of Prime farmiand within the Other Annexation Areas, require a time
period longer than 15 years, and include an option to adopt what is required under the San
Joaquin County program once it is finalized.

e Concern that the Traffic Mitigation Measures TRANS-1 and TRANS-2, which require the
preparation of a Traffic Improvement and Financing Plan that has to be approved by the City
Council prior to the approval of a Tentative Map, is not adequate and inappropriately defers
mitigation.

e Discussion as to whether the recommended Air Quality Mitigation Measures are adequate and
whether some of the measures included in the Adam’s Broadwell letter should be included.

e Concern regarding the water supply, source and timing.

e Concern regarding the ability to treat wastewater from the project.

e Growth inducing impacts related to Century Boulevard.
On October 25, 20086, staif presented responses to the Commission’s concerns raised at the October 11,
2006 meeting. The Commission and the public posed several questions to staff related to agricultural
mitigation, transportation impacts and review of subsequent approvals. Following the discussion, the
Planning Commission passed (5:2) a motion recommending certification of the EIR with the modifications

to some of the impacts and mitigation measures as detailed below.

Mitigation Measure LU-1: To reduce agricultural/residential land use incompatibilities, the
following shall be required:

a. The applicant shall inform and notify prospective buyers in writing, prior to purchase,
about existing and on-going agricultural activities in the immediate area in the form of a
disclosure statement. The notifications shall disclose that the residence is located in an
agricultural area subject to ground and aerial applications of chemical and early
morning or nighttime farm operations which may create noise, dust, et cetera. The
language and format of such notification shall be reviewed and approved by the City
Community Development Department prior to recordation of final map(s). Each
disclosure statement shall be acknowledged with the signature of each prospective

NA\AdministratioMCM\Susan\BlainFCB DA Agreement\11#15 #06 SW Gateway councom.doc 8



owner. Additionally, each prospective owner shall also be notified of the City of Lodi
and the County of San Joaquin Right-to-Farm Ordinance.

b. The conditions of approval for the tentative map(s) shall include requirements ensuring
the approval of a suitable design and the installation of a landscaped open space
buffer area, fences, and/or walls around the perimeter of the project site affected by
the potential conflicts in land use to minimize conflicts between project residents, non-
residential uses, and adjacent agricultural uses prior to occupancy of adjacent houses.

c. Prior to recordation of the final map(s) for homes adjacent to existing agricultural
operations, the applicant shall submit a detailed landscaping, wall and fencing plan for
review and approval by the Community Development Department.

d. Additionally, the applicant shall revise the plan prior to Tentative Map approval, to
include an open space/landscape buffer with a minimum width of 100 feet. (LTS)

impact LU-2: The proposed Westside and SW Gateway projects would result in the
conversion of approximately 392 acres of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural uses,
and the Other Areas to be Annexed would result in conversion of 39 acres of Prime
Farmiand when and if developed. (The proposed changes impact the EIR which
analyzed both projects. The subject of the Public Hearing and Council
considerations is only the Southwest Gateway project.)

Both the Westside and SW Gateway project sites are primarily used in agricultural
production, and are currently designated as Prime Farmland. Development of the
proposed project would result in the conversion of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural
uses. Additionally, when and if plans are proposed and approved for development within
the Other Areas to be Annexed, the development may result in the conversion of prime
farmland. There are no feasible mitigation measures that would reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level. This impact would be considered significant and unavoidable
even with implementation of the following mitigation measure, which would minimize the
impact but not to a less-than-significant level:

Mitigation Measure LU-2: Prior to issuance of a building permit after the first quarter of the
combined building permits for the Westside and SW Gateway projects have been
approved, or the approval of a parcel or Tentative Map that would result in the conversion
of prime farmland within the Other Areas to be Annexed, the applicant shall provide and
undertake a phasing and financing plan (to be approved by the City Council) for one of the
following mitigation measures:

(1) Identify acreage at a minimum ratio of 1:1 in kind (approximately a total of 392
acres of prime farmland for the Westside and SW Gateway projects and 39 acres for
the Other Areas to be Annexed)(currently not protected or within an easement) to
protect in perpetuity
as an agricultural use in a location as determined appropnate by the Clty of Lodn in
consultation with the Central Valley Land Trust, and pay a one time fee of $5000.00 to
compensate City for monitoring cost/contingencies connected with management of the
easements, or pay the monitoring costs as required by the Central Valley Land Trust;
or

(3)  With the City Council’'s approval, comply with the requirements of the County

Agricultural Mtigation program, which is currently being developed, if it is adopted by
the County prior to this mitigation measure being implemented. (SU)
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Each of the following mitigation measures shall be implemented
to reduce the project’s impact on the identified 16 intersections:

1a: Mitigation Measure AIR-2 identifies measures recommended by the SUVAPCD'’s “Guide for
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts to reduce vehicle trips and associated air
quality impacts. Implementation of the same measures would also reduce associated traffic
impacts. The following are considered to be feasible and effective in further reducing vehicle
trip generation and resulting emissions from the project and shall be implemented to the
extent feasible and desired by the City:

« Provide pedestrian enhancing infrastructure that includes: sidewalks and pedestrian
paths, direct pedestrian connections, street trees to shade sidewalks, pedestrian safety
designs/infrastructure, street furniture and artwork, street lighting and or pedestrian
signalization and signage.

« Provide bicycle enhancing infrastructure that includes: bikeways/paths connecting to a
bikeway system, secure bicycle parking.

« Provide transit enhancing infrastructure that includes: transit shelters, benches, etc.,
street lighting, route signs and displays, and/or bus turnouts/bulbs.

e Provide park and ride lots.

The implementation of an aggressive trip reduction program with the appropriate incentives
for non-auto travel can reduce project impacts by approximately 10 to 15 percent. Such a
reduction would help minimize the project’s impact.

1b: The implementation of each of the improvements listed in Table IV.B-6 would reduce the
impacts to the identified 16 intersections to a less-than-significant level. To mitigate these
impacts, the project applicant shall prepare a Traffic Mitigation Implementation and
Financing Plan that details each of the physical improvements and the timing and geometric
changes listed in Table IV.B-6 for both the Existing + Project and Cumulative scenarios
{cumulative to address Impact TRANS-2), who will be responsible for implementing the
improvement, how the improvement will be funded including a reimbursement program
where appropriate; and the schedule or trigger for initiating and completing construction prior
to the intersection operation degrading to an unacceptable level. The Plan may include an
annual monitoring program of the intersections as a method for determining the schedule for
implementing each improvement. The Plan shall take into account whether an improvement
is already programmed and/or funded in a City or County program (i.e., Lodi Development
impact Mitigation Fee Program, San Joaqguin County Regional Transportation Impact Fee,
Measure K (existing or renewal program), and San Joaquin Council of Governments
Regional Transportation Improvement Program). If an improvement is included in one or
more of these programs, the Plan needs to consider whether the programs schedule for the
improvement will meet the needs of the project and if not identify alternatives. The Plan shall
be submitted to City staff for review and City Council approval prior to submittal of a

Development Plan Tentative-Subdivision-Map application.

Implementation of Measure TRANS-1a and TRANS-1b, would mitigate the project’s impact
on existing conditions to a less-than-significant level. However, the City may decide to not
implement select improvements in order to avoid trending towards a community that is too
orientated to the automobile, which would conflict with some of the General Plan policies
that emphasize pedestrian scale. Additionally some of the improvements identified are
short-term solutions that the City may not choose to implement if a more significant long-
term improvement is being planned (i.e., reconstruction of the Kettleman Lane/SR 99
interchange). As a result, the project’s impact at some intersections may be significant and
unavoidable if the City chooses not to implement the recommended mitigation measure.
(Potentially SU)
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Staff is supportive of the Commission’s recommendations on certification of the EIR, with the exception of
the amendment to Mitigation Measure LU-1 (item d) that requires the SW Gateway land use plan to be
revised to include a 100-foot minimum open space landscape buffer. Staff appreciates the concerns
raised by the Commission and the public with respect to providing a buffer for agricultural uses. However,
staff would caution the City Council’s consideration of the recommended mitigation to provide a 100-foot
buffer. Staff firmly believes that such a buffer is not required to reduce agricultural/residential land use
incompatibilities to a less-than-significant level. Several cities and counties in central and northern
California (including Lodi) have similar agriculture and residential interfaces. Some cities require
agricultural buffers (Brentwood and Gilroy) and some cities have requirements that require agricultural
uses to co-exist with residential uses by not allowing buffers (Livermore). If it is the desire of the City
Council to have an open space buffer provided by the applicant when preparing detailed development
plans, the City Council could input this requirement as a condition of approval into the PD Prezoning. As
a condition of approval, the City could have the flexibility of considering the appropriateness of the buffer
at the time the detailed development plans are submitted. As a Mitigation Measure, the applicant would
be required to provide the buffer to mitigate the impact to a less-than-significant level unless a statement
of overriding consideration is adopted.

As discussed in detail above, the Planning Commission recommended that the City Council certify the
EIR with specific modifications. Staff concurs with the Planning Commission recommendation to
certify the EIR, but would note that careful consideration should be given to the Commissions
recommendation to modify Mitigation Measure LU-1 (d) to include a requirement for 100-foot
landscape buffer.

SW GATEWAY PROJECT ENTITLEMENTS
1) Annexation

The SW Gateway project area is located west of the current Lodi City Limit, on the west side of Lower
Sacramento Road, within San Joaquin County. As part of the proposed project, the applicant intends to
annex the 257 acre project area into the City of Lodi. Annexation of lands into the City requires review
and approval by the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). LAFCO will consider applications for
annexation, upon a request of the City Council.

Lands must be within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) in order to be annexed. The SW Gateway
project area is within the City of Lodi Sphere of Influence (adopted by LAFCO on August 24, 2004). The
General Plan designates the project area as PR and the proposed development is consistent with the PR
designation of the General Plan, which encourages a variety of housing densities (at an average density
of less than 7 dwelling units per gross acre) and public uses within a cohesive development plan. The
General Plan anticipated development of the areas designated PR within the lifetime of the current plan
(by 2007).

Additionally, the annexation of the SW Gateway project necessitates annexation of 48 acres of “Other
Areas to be Annexed” on the east side of Lower Sacramento Road, which would otherwise become a
County island surrounded by City lands. There are also two property owners on Harney Lane requesting
annexation as part of this application. These properties are also located within the SOI and are currently
developed with multi- and single-family residences. No new development is currently proposed for these
properties, but development of this area is anticipated in the future.

The areas to be annexed are within the SOI, consistent with the General Plan designations, would avoid
the creation of a County island, would provide for contiguous urban growth, and would be a logical
extension of public services; therefore, staff recommends that the City Council request LAFCO
approval for the annexation of the SW Gateway project area, the “Other Areas to be Annexed”,
and the two parcels in Harney Lane (565 and 603 East Harney Lane).

NAAdministration\CM\Susan\BlaiFCB DA Agreement\11#15 #06 SW Gateway councom.doc 11



2) General Plan Amendment. The SW Gateway project (and two parcels on Harney Lane) would
remain in the PR designation and would be developed according to the PR (Planned Residential) density
provisions. However, the “Other Annexation Areas” would be redesignated from PR to MDR (Medium
Density Residential). The MDR designation is consistent with surrounding land use designations, and
would permit the future development of single-family and multi-family uses; therefore, staff recommends
the City Council approve a General Plan Amendment from PR to MDR for the “Other Annexation
Areas.”

3) Prezoning. Properties must have a City zoning code designation prior to annexation. Upon
annexation, the City of Lodi designation of Planned Development will supercede the County
designations, and development will be subject to the development standards and regulations of the City.
The SW Gateway project includes a request for a pre-zoning designation to change the zone from a
County zone of AU-20, Agriculture Urban Reserve with a minimum lot size of 20 acres, to a City zone of
Planned Development, with underlying uses as indicated on the SW Gateway land use development
plan. The two parcels on Hamey Lane would also be Prezoned PD. The “Other Areas to be Annexed”
would have a pre-zone designation of R-MD (Residential Medium-Density).

In accordance with State law, zoning designations must be consistent with General Plan designations.
The proposed PD Zone would be consistent with the existing General Plan designation of PR (Planned
Residential) because the proposed density of 4.8 units per gross acre is within the PR density maximum
of 7 dwelling units per gross acre. Additionally, the proposed zoning designation of R-MD for the “Other
Areas to be Annexed” would be consistent with the proposed MDR General Plan designation.

The applicant has submitted a Land Use Plan depicting the proposed layout of land uses within the SW
Gateway project area. Final development plans would be subject to review by the Planning Commission
prior to approval of any tentative subdivision maps, thereby allowing the Planning Commission to review
final design details (architecture, setbacks, building height, landscaping, fencing, etc.) for each phase of
the development.

Residential uses would be the primary land use within the SW Gateway land use plan (occupying 200 of
the 257 acre site). The densities of residential uses would be interspersed throughout the project, and the
applicant intends to develop several different lots sizes and housing types throughout the project area.
Again, final development plans will be subject to review by the Planning Commission; however, the
applicant has provided sample elevations for each housing type (see Attachment 3 of the Planning
Commission report) and the following housing descriptions to provide context to the intent of the land use
plan.

Low Density. The applicant proposes development of 770 low density residential units within the
SW Gateway plan area. Low density is defined in the General Plan as 0.1-7 dwelling units per
gross acre. The standard lots for the units would range in size from 4,500 square feet to 7,350
square feet. Large lots up to 10,000 square feet would also be provided. Six different lot sizes are
planned to address a broad range of housing types and needs in this category. Homes are
expected to range from approximately 1,950 square feet to over 4,000 square feet. All homes
would be single-family detached units with two or more garage spaces. A variety of architectural
styles would be incorporated into the project. Each unit would be a single-family detached home
and be either one or two stories.

Medium Density. The applicant proposes development of 160 medium density residential units
within the SW Gateway plan area. Medium density is defined in the General Plan as 7.1-20
dwelling units per gross acre. The medium-density housing would be detached single family units
designed with three residential lot types. The first lot type would be approximately 3,600 square
feet. The residential units on this lot type would range from approximately 1,500 square feet to
2,100 square feet and include two-car garages. The second lot type is a cluster of four lots
accessed by a common stub alley condition. This second lot type would average approximately
3,800 square feet and the residential units would range from 1,300 square feet to 1,900 square
feet. Each unit would have a two-car garage. The third lot type is a cluster designed for alley
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access to the garages. Each home on this type of lot would either front-on or side-on to the
neighborhood street. In the instances where lot clusters side on to the street, the front of the
homes face a common pedestrian access called a paseo. The lots in this neighborhood would be
approximately 2,700 square feet excluding the landscaped paseos. The cluster products will have
a two-car garage oriented to an alley.

High Density. The applicant proposes development of 300 high density residential units within the
SW Gateway plan area. High density is defined in the General Plan as 20.1-30 dwelling units per
gross acre. The high density units would include townhome units and apartment units. The
townhomes would range from approximately 1,100 square feet to 1,800 square feet with two-car
garages under each unit. The townhome units would be attached and grouped in segments of five
to seven in each building. The townhomes are intended to be for-sale units. The apartments would
be a blend of one-, two- and three-bedroom units. The apartment buildings would be two- and
three-story buildings.

The applicant has also provided conceptual landscaping plans for the streets and pedestrian trails within
the SW Gateway land use plan (see Attachment 4 of the Planning Commission staff report). Final street
widths and landscaping plans will be subject to review and approval by the Public Works and Fire
Departments to insure that: a) the streets are wide enough to serve as a utility corridor; b) the street width
and design allow access by emergency vehicles; c) the landscaping does not interfere with underground
utilities; d) adequate room is provided for any above-ground utilities; e) the streets are not too wide to
inhibit a neighborhood feel and social interaction across the street; and f) the street width is not so wide
as to promote speeding.

The Council should note that since the Commission meeting staff has added the following Condition of
Approval to the Prezoning Ordinance:

As part of Mitigation Measure LU-2 of the Lodi Annexations EIR (EIR-05-01) the developer has the option
to pay fees consistent with the pending San Joaquin County Agricultural Mitigation program or preserve
agricultural land in perpetuity to mitigate significant impacts associated with conversion of the 392 acres
of Prime Farmiand within the Westside, SW Gateway and Other Areas to be Annexed. If the developer
proceeds with the mitigation to preserve land within an agricultural easement, and the City of the Lodi
becomes party to said easement, the developer shall pay the City a one-time administration fee of five
thousand dollars. Said fee shall be paid prior to approval of the first tentative subdivision map.

The proposed PD zone would allow for the development of 1,230 new residential units, development of
neighborhood/community parks, a school and related infrastructure as per the associated SW Gateway
land use plan. The SW Gateway project would provide new housing within a unique and well designed
neighborhood that would promote the General Plan goals of providing a mixture of housing types. For
these reasons, staff recommends approval of the proposed Pre-zoning to Planned Development
with the implementation of the SW Gateway land use plan, and subsequent final development
plans to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.

Additionally, staff recommends the City Council adoption of the R-MD pre-zoning for the “Other
Areas to be Annexed” and PD Pre-zoning for the two parcels on Harney Lane.

4) Development Agreement. A Development Agreement (DA) is a private party agreement between an
applicant and the City that, if approved by the City Council, becomes an ordinance of the City. City Staff
has negotiated a draft Development Agreement with the project applicant, pursuant to which FCB has
agreed to provide certain benefits to the City in exchange for a vested right to proceed with the
development consistent with the development approvals. The term of the Development Agreement is 15
years. The vested right the developer obtains is the ability to proceed with the development as approved
and to avoid the imposition of new regulations on the subsequent discretionary approvals (i.e., vesting
tentative maps) for the development. A discussion of its benefits to the City and the how the agreement
would allocate growth management units is outlined below.
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A summary of the obligations and benefits included in the draft Development Agreement is provided

below.

Development Agreement Project Obligations for
FCB Southwest Gateway Project

; == s = —

"Payment of $8,000,000 in installment
payments for design and construction of
DeBenedetti Park

“Creation of community asset - $8,000,000

contribution

Maintenance of specified public
improvements, including park, median strip
and other landscaping maintenance and repair
costs on dedicated lands for a period of two
years

Developer to provide the maintenance or pay
for the maintenance costs for two years after
acceptance by City

Pay $100,000 to the City for use to acquire
equipment for the Lodi Parks and Recreation
Department (lawn mower)

$100,000

Community Facilities District formed to provide

funding for payment of police, fire, library,

recreation, flood control services and specified
ublic fagilities

$600 per single family attached or detached
residential unit per year and $175 per multi-
family rental unit per year

All development approved as part of the
project will be subject to uniformly applied
increases in existing impact fee and to
specified new fees as described herein

Development impact fees

Payment of a development fee for a
proportionate share of the cost of the Highway
' 99 overpass at Harney Lane

Cost of interchange funded, in part, by
payment from developer — amount based on
roportionate share of demand for interchange

Payment of Agricultural Land Mitigation fee
pursuant to the Ordinance and/or Resolution
to be adopted by the City

Fees available for preservation of prime
agricultural land based on Ordinance adopted
by City

Payment of Electric Capital Improvement
Mitigation fee pursuant to the Ordinance
and/or Resolution to be adopted by the City

Fees available for electric capital facilities
based on Ordinance adopted by City

Payment of development fee for proportionate
share of the costs of designing and
constructing a water treatment system and/or
percolation system for treatment of water
acquired from Woodbridge Irrigation District
pursuant to the Ordinance and/or Resolution
to be adopted by the City

Cost of improvements funded, in part, by
payment from developer — amount based on
proportionate share of need created by the
proposed development

" Payment of Uitility Exit Fees

Developer pays full amount if required

Installation of Water Well on Southwest site

Payment of costs

Provide up to a maximum of $50,000 to
partially fund the City of Lodi Recycled Water
Master Plan Study

N

$50,000
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Developer shall design, engineer and Provide necessary infrastructure for the project
construct the following improvements or pay and dedicate land and improve parks and

the City the appropriate fee for the pedestrian/bikeways

improvements:

1. Proportionate share of the surface
water transmission main and storage
tank

2. All water, sewer, storm drain, recycled
water pipes and related infrastructure
in all streets within the project area

3. Dedicate land necessary to design and
install improvements including curb,
gutter, sidewalk and landscaping on
the west side of Lower Sacramento
Road between Lodi Shopping Center
and Harney Lane

4. Dedicate land adjacent to the project’s
frontage which is necessary for the
expansion of Harney Lane and improve
Harney Lane or pay into assessment
district for improvements

5. Dedicate land, design and install a
transition roadway land adjacent to the
property along Highway 12/Kettleman
Lane

6. Pay fair share for traffic mitigation
measures in EIR that are not projects
within the Streets and Roads Fee
Program

7. Dedicate land and construct parks and
pedestrian/bikeways

—
In exchange for these enhancements and for satisfying all of the conditions of approval and mitigation
measures associated with the development project, the developer is obtaining a vested right to build up
to 1,230 residential units. Additionally, the Development Agreement allows flexibility in complying with the
density percentages of the General Plan, defers detailed review of project architecture and design until
development plans are submitted, and provides specific details on phasing and implementation.

The applicant has submitted an application for 300 high density, 160 medium density and 770 low density
growth management allocation units for the SW Gateway project. To date, there are 3,415 total
allocations available: 1,772 high density, 278 medium density and 1,715 low density allocations (this
includes the reserve allocations - units not previously granted). The table below shows a history of growth
management allocation units including reserve allocations and units recently granted to the Reynolds
Ranch project.

Growth Management Allocation History

]: e Available Allocations
Scheduled | Granted from Tota!
Density from 1989-2 1989-2005 ( Available
| Low(01-7) | 4608 2893 1,715
 Medium (73-20) | 709 | 431 ';278
High(20.180) 1772 | o 1772
TOTAL for 2005 | 7,089 | 3,324 3,765

a

There have been high density allocations granted over the past 15 years;
however they have expired or were withdrawn prior to issuance of building permits.
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Approval of the Development Agreement would grant FCB a total of 300 low density and 300 high density
growth management ordinance allocations from the reserve account. It would also grant the developer a

vested right to receive between 58 and 134 residential growth allocations per year from reserve or new

allocations for the next eight years (see table below). The growth allocations granted through the

Development Agreement are within the existing reserve of growth allocations and the projected future

growth allocations issued on an annual basis. Notwithstanding the issuances of these growth allocations,
there will still be sufficient growth allocations available for other developments within Lodi.

Allocations Assumptions through 2014 and Total Remaining Allocations

Available Allocations Assumptions by year Based on 2% Growth Rate and 2.774 persons
Type Allocations per household
i - [ 2005 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 |
| Low Density - 1,715 | 295 300 | 306 | 313 319 325 332 338 | 345 |
 MediumDensity | 278 | 45 | 46 | 47 | 48 49 50 51 52 53 |
| High Density B 1,772 113 | 116 118 120 122 125 127 130 | 133
Total Allocated Per Year 3,765 453 | 462 471 481 490 500 510 520 531
Allocation per project in accordance with Development Agreements
! - - 150L° | 73L 73L | 73L 73L 73L 73L 73L 73L
Reynolds Ranch — " 200H° |
. L = 300L° | 59L | 59L | 59L 59L | 59L 59L 58L | 58L
 SWGateway " 300H° | 75M | 20M | 28M | 28M L
- = 215L° [ 70M | _40L | 40L | 4oL | 4oL | 40L | 4oL | 4oL |
estside . 180H |
| Total Granted per DA - 1,165° | 277 381 | 200 200 172 172 171 171
Remaining Annual - 453° 185 90 281 290 328 338 349 363
Allocations " o )
" Remaining Pre-2006 3,765 2,600 | 2,600 @ 2,600 2,600 | 2,600 | 2,600 @ 2,600 | 2,600 @ 2,600 |
| Allocations® I S 1 .
Total Remaining 3,068 | 2,785 2,690 | 2,881 | 2,890 | 2,928 2,938 | 2,949 | 2963
Allocations® | |

# H=High Density, M=Medium Density and L=Low Density

b

allocations from previous years. Essentially none of the scheduled allocations for 2006 have been granted.

 The remaining allocations pre-2006 represents the amount of unused allocations up to 2005, minus the unused allocations

that wouid be generated in the DAs (3,765-1,165=2,600).

¢ Total remaining allocations represent the amount of unused allocations (2,600) plus annual allocations that would not be

allocated by the DA.

Allocations granted for the year 2006 (the effective date of the development agreements) were all from the unused reserve

Sources: Reynolds Ranch Development Agreement, and Draft Development Agreements for SW Gateway and Westside

Projects.

if approved, the SW Gateway Development Agreement wouid grant FCB 300 low density and 300 high
density units from the reserved allocations, and for eight years following the first year of allocations, the
SW Gateway project would be guaranteed a specific number of allocations from the annual allocation

distribution. Because the development stages allocations over a nine year period (2006 to 2014), thereby
allowing ample allocations for other projects, and because the Development Agreements secures

concessions from the applicant that would be of great benefit to the City, staff recommends that the

City Council adopt the SW Gateway Development Agreement.

5) Bike Plan Amendment. The Bicycle Transportation Master Plan includes Class | bike paths along the
western edge of the SW Gateway project boundary and along Century Boulevard (between the western

project boundary and Westgate Drive). The Master Plan also includes Class Il bike paths on Kettleman

Lane, Lower Sacramento Road and Century Boulevard (between Westgate Drive and Lower Sacramento
Road). The SW Gateway project includes bike paths, specifically within the north/south trail, but this
location does not conform to the location shown in the Master Plan. An amendment to the Bicycle Master

Plan is required. Staff believes this amendment is consistent with the purposes of the Master Plan and

would only be necessary to relocate the Class | bike path currently shown along the western edge, to the

central location proposed within the north/south pedestrian trail in the SW Gateway land use plan. The

applicant intends to provide the remaining bike paths as per the Master Plan. Prior to amending the
Bicycle Transportation Master Plan, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the City
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Council regarding the requested amendment. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission
recommend approval of the request by Tom Doucette, FCB, to amend the Bicycle Transportation
Master Plan.

Planning Commission Review. The Planning Commission considered approval of the SW Gateway
project at meetings on October 11 and October 25. Several concerns and questions were raised by the
Commission and the public at the October 11 Commission meeting including:

e Desire to include a minimum 100-foot landscape buffer along the western edge of both the
SW Gateway project.

e (Concern related to the terminus of Century Boulevard.
e Concerns related to the process and level of review of subsequent project approvals.

Following, the Commission’s action to recommend the certification of the EIR, motions to recommend
approval of the SW Gateway was defeated on a 2:5 vote. The Commission did not consider any
alternative motions, but indicated that the defeated motion represented their recommendation to deny the
project.

Modifications discussed by the Commission included: requiring a minimum 100-foot wide buffer along the
western edge, delaying the Development Agreement until after the Prezoning was in place, and
Development Plans were submitted, requiring workshops with the Commission before finalizing
development plans, requiring a green building measures plan and allowing design review to be
conducted by the Commission instead of the Site Plan and Architectural Committee (SPARC).

COUNCIL OPTIONS

Following certification of the Lodi Annexations EIR as adequate CEQA analysis for the SW Gateway
Project the Council may:

e Grant project approval
e Deny project approval

FISCAL IMPACT

The developer will be required, via implementation of the SW Gateway Development Agreement, to
participate in a Community Facilities District (CFD) for each project. Participation in this CFD is
anticipated to offset public services costs associated with the development. No negative fiscal impact is
anticipated as a result of the proposed projects.

FUNDING: None
/ afy/ %ﬁiﬁ }
U e ’# .
Randy Hajth
Community Development Director
MM/RH/ke

Attachments: EIR Resolution
Resolution — Annexation
Resolution — General Plan Amendment
Ordinance — Pre-Zoning
Ordinance — Development Agreement
Resolution — Tricycle Transportation Master Plan
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LODI ANNEXATION EIR FOR SOUTHWEST GATEWAY
PROJECT

CEQA FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
Pursuant to Sections 15091 and 15093 of the
State CEQA Guidelines and Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) prepared by the City of Lodi (City) for the
Southwest (SW) Gateway Project, and Additional Areas to be Annexed (project) consists of the Draft
EIR (Lodi Annexation Environmental Impact Report, April 2006) and Responses to Comments
Document (Lodi Annexation Environmental Impact Report Response to Comments Document, July
2006). The Final EIR identifies significant environmental impacts that will result from implemen-
tation of the project. However, the City finds that the inclusion of certain mitigation measures as part
of project approval will reduce the majority of potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant
levels. The impacts which are not reduced to less-than-significant levels are identified and overridden
due to specific considerations that are described below.

As required by CEQA, the City, in adopting these CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations, also adopts a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project. The City
finds that the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is incorporated by reference and
made a part of these findings included as Attachment A, meets the requirements of Public Resources
Code Section 21081.6 by providing for the implementation and monitoring of measures intended to
mitigate potentially significant effects of the project. In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines, the City adopts these findings as part of the certification of the Final EIR for the projects.
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21082.1(c)(3), the City also finds that the Final EIR
reflects the City’s independent judgment as the lead agency for the project.
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LSA ASSODCIATES, INC. CEQA FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
NOVEMBER 1006 LODI ANNEXATION EIR

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Statutory Requirements for Findings
Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines states that:

(a) No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been
certified which identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless
the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects,
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible findings
are:

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the
final EIR.

(2)  Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been
adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible
the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.

In short, CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where
feasible, to avoid or mitigate significant environmental impacts that will otherwise occur with
implementation of the project. Project mitigation or alternatives are not required, however, where
they are infeasible or where the responsibility for modifying the project lies with another agency.'

For these significant effects that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, the public agency
is required to find that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of
the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment.” The CEQA Guidelines state in
section 15093 that:

“If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a propos[ed]
project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environ-
mental effects may be considered ‘acceptable.’”

1.2 Record of Proceedings

For purposes of CEQA and the findings set forth herein, the record of proceedings for the City’s
decision on the project consists of: a) matters of common knowledge to the City, including, but not
limited to, federal, State and local laws and regulations; and b) the following documents which are in
the custody of the City:

' CEOA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a), (b).

' Public Resources Code Section 2 1081(b).
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. CEQA FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
NOVEMBER 1006 LODI ANNEXATION EIR

«  Notice of Preparation and other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with the project
(see Appendix A of the Draft EIR for the Notice of Preparation);

« The Public Review Draft EIR, dated April 2006;

«  All written comments submitted by agencies and members of the public during the public
comment period on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments (see Lodi Annexation EIR
Response to Comments Document);

« The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment A);

«  All findings, statements of overriding consideration, and resolutions adopted by the City in
connection with the project, and all documents cited or referred therein;

«  All final reports, studies, memoranda, maps, correspondence, and all planning documents pre-
pared by the City or the consultants, or responsible or trustee agencies with respect to: a) the
City’s compliance with CEQA; b) development of the project site; or c) the City’s action on the
praject; and

«  All documents submitted to the City by agencies or members of the public in connection with
development of the project.

1.3 Organization/Format of Findings

Section 2 of these findings contains a summary description of the project, sets forth the objectives of
the project, and provides related background information. Section 3 identifies the potentially
significant effects of the project that were determined to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
All numbered references identifying specific mitigation measures refer to numbered mitigation
measures found in the Draft EIR. Section 4 identifies the significant impacts that cannot be mitigated
to a less-than-significant level even though all feasible mitigation measures have been identified and
incorporated into the project. Section 5 identifies the project’s potential environmental effects that
were determined not to be significant, and do not require mitigation. Cumulative effects are discussed
in Section 6. Section 7 discusses the feasibility of project alternatives and Section 8 includes the
City’s Statement of Overriding Considerations. These findings summarize the impacts and mitigation
measures from the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments document. Full descriptions and analyses
are contained in the original document.

SECTION 2: THE LODI ANNEXATION AREAS
The objectives for the SW Gateway project and the Other Areas to be Annexed, are listed below.

1.  Southwest Gateway Project

« Develop a diversity of high quality housing types to meet housing needs within the City of Lodi.
« Provide affordable housing options within the City of Lodi.
« Provide park areas and recreational uses that help to meet park standards within the City of Lodi.

« Develop a school site that would serve future residents of the proposed project as well as other
Lodi residents.
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